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FOREWORD

Research is being conducted under a Sea Grant
Program at Kent State University® to examine the marketing
and physical distribution of fish and fish products into the
Midwest. This study reports the results of a survey made of
randomly selected retail food stores in Cuyahoga and Summit
Counties, Ohio, anu 1is the first of a séries of reports deal-
ing with members of the distribution channel.

Throughout the entire research project emphasis is
on the marketing of fresh fish, but it is necessary to obtain
information in regard to frozen and even canned fish, since
their marketing has a direct impact on the marketing and
physical distribution of fresh fish.

Assisting Leonard J. Konopa, co-principal investi-
gator on this particular study were: J. Stephen Kelly,
Charles W, Lamb, Jr., Suzanne k. Thom, and Daniel F. Twomey.
These doctoral students interviewed retailers and observed
their practices in regard to the display and selling of fish
in their outlets.

This report should prove useful to members of the
fisheries industry, students of marketing, and retailers,
since it is one of the few studies dealing with this member
of the distribution channel.

Donald F. Mulvihill
Co-Principal Investigator
¥ NOAA 2-35364, Application of Computer Technolcgy and

Advanced Physical Distribution Techniques to Seafood
Marketing.
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SURVEY OF SELECTED RETAIL FOOD STORES
HANDLING FISH IN
CUYAHOGA AND SUMMIT COUNTIES, OHIO

I. NATURE OF THE SURVEY

In the Fall of 1970, Kent State University
received a grant from the National Science Foundation to
analyze {a) the market for fish in the Midwest, and (b)
the channels of distribution for fresh fish. An explora-
tory survey among retailers and wholesalers in a two-county
area was conducted from April through August, 1971, as the
initial undertaking of this project. The retail survey

data are summarized in this paper.



I[1. RETAIL SURVEY METHODOLOGY
A1l of the general line and specialty line
retail grocery establisaments listed in tie yellow pages of

the Akron ang Vicinity Telephone Directory {Summit County,

Ohio) and the Cleveland Metropolitan Area Telephone

Directory (Cuyahega County, Ohio} werc contacted by tele-
plicne to determine whether or mnet they sold fisn; and, if
so, the form of fish (fresh, frozen or canncd) they
handled. A random sample of nonchain retailers was then
selected from the list of retailers who carried fisa.
Chain store retail outlets (centrally owned and centrally
directed units) were selected similarly, but fewer
establisiments were cihosen because the retail outlets of

a given chain ordinarily operate in the samc¢ manner. This
contention was supported subsequently, when the replies of
store managers iun the same centrally owheal and controlled
chains were comparce. There were only minor differences
ationg them as to tneir policies, attitudes and rctiods of
operation.

Interviewers arranged appointments by telephone
witn tiae randomly selected rctailers to cenduct personal
interviews at tie convenience of the store managers. When
a store manager was unable to keep his appointment, a
follow-up interview wds conducted by telephone. A
structured questionnalrce wWas utilized ia all interviews.

The guestionnaire was pretested extensively during the



Winter Quarter, 1971.

Overall, 115 retailers were selected in the
random sample, Usable replies were received from 110
managers, After the replies were edited, they were
tabulated by means of a Cobal program written for this

purpose,



IIT1. DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION OF TiE STORES
(a) General Line Food Stores and Specialty
Fish or Meat Markets

Retailers handling fish are divided
into two major categories in Table 1. Category
A contains the general liae grocery stores
of fering fish; Category B represents the specialty
fish or meat markets handling fish. The f{ish
markets, of course, specialize in the sale of
fish, while the meat markets sell fish either as
a major food item or carry it to accommodate
customers who desire fish.
(L) Grouping by Annual Sales as Well as Form of

Ownersnip and Operation

The retailers are further grouped in
Table 1 by annual sales as well as by form of store
ownersaip and operation. Classification of
stores by annual sales is self-cvident. The
ownership and operating characterstics by which
various types of stores are differentlated,
howe ver, requires explanation. Independent
stores are individually owned and operated by
their proprietors. They are not members of any
wholesaling group or comparable association.
Affiliateg stores are also independently owned

and operated, but they are members of retailer or



wholesaler sponsored voluntary groups. The

Betsy Ross Wholesale Grocery Company, for example,
is owned by the independent retailers who join

the voluntary cooperative association. Proprie-
tors of Eagle, Square Peal, and Stop-N-Shop
establishments are members of wholesaler sponsored
voluntary chains. Such groups perform the whole-
saling function for their members and typically
provide marketing services which may range from
advertising in local newspapers to the prepricing
of products. Chain stores, as indicated heretofore,
are centrally owned and operated by their managers

in keeping with corporate policies and procedures.

{(c) Analysis of Type of Retail Stores.

A review of Table 1 shows all of the
specialty fish or meat markets in the sample are
independent stores while 48 of the 98 general line
food stores are also independent establishments,
The grouping by annual sales further indicates
the independent stores are typically smaller
establishments, Affiliated stores, on the other
hand, are generally larger than the independents,
As a matter of fact, seven of the 33 affiliated
stores report sales of $1,000,000 or more per
annum. Lastly, the large size of the 17 chain

stores is evinced by the fact none has annual



sales under $1,000,000.
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Iv.

FORM OF FISH HANDLED BY SIZE OF STORE

(a) Definitions of Form of Fish Handled

Table 2 depicts the forms of fish
handled by size of store according to annual
sales for the general line food stores and
specialty fish or meat markets. Since this Is
the first time the respective headings appear
concerining forms of fish, these terms shall be
defined to clarify them. Fin fish constitute
such forms of fish as haddack, cod, flounder, red
snapper or perch. Shell fish include such
varieties as shrimp, clams, oysters, lobsters,
or scallops. Fresh fin and shell fish are fish
that have not been frozen. Whole fin and shell
fisn are sold as caught, that is, without any
processing. Processed fin fish, on the other
hand, have been headed and cleaned, while
processed shell fish have been renoved from their
shell or deveined., Prepared fin fish and shell
fish are bought ready to cook or heat in the form
of fish sticks, breaded fillets, or breaded
shrimp. Canned fish refers to all types of fin
and shell fish sold in canned form rather than
fresh or frozen form. Canned tuna, salmon,
sardines, mackeral, oysters, OT marinated

herring 1n jars are¢ examples of canned fish,



(b) Form of Fish Handled by General Line Grocers
The data contained in Table 2 show
canned fish is carried by 98 per cent of the
general line grocery retailers. The second most
popular product is prepared frozen fin and shell
fish with nearly 80% of the general line grocery
stores offering prepared frozen fin and approxi-
mately 70% stocking prepared frozen shell fish.
The general line grocers' preference for frozen
fish is further reflected by the fact 57% handled
whole or processed frozen fin while 47% sold whole
or processed frozen shell fish. Whole or
processed fresh fin is found in 34% of the general
line food stores. Whole or processed fresh sheil
fish is a scarcer commodity handled by 13% of
the establishments. Similarly, only five per
cent offered prepared fresh fin fish while one
store {1%) handled prepared fresh shell fish,
(c) Forms of Fish Handled by Specialty Markects.
Among the specialty fish or meat
markets, whole or processed fresh fin is the
most popular item with 83% {10 of 12 stores)
handling fresh fin fish. Only 33%, however,
also stock whole or processed fresh shell fish.
interestingly, none of the specialty stores sell

prepared fresh fin or shell fish, although
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prepared frozen fin is found in 42% of the
specialty stores and prepared frozen shell {fisn
in 17%. Vhole or processed frozen shell fisn
are handled by more specialty markets than whole
or processed frozen fin fish {25% versus 17%).
Finally, only 17% stocked canned fisa,
(d) Recapitulation

In summary, canned fish is the most
widely handled variety of fish. The gencral line
grocers, moreover, arc more likely to stock
various forms of frozen fish than fresh fish.
Fresh fish, of course, is the primary product
of the specialty fish or meat markets. Even so,
several of the meat markets distribute frozen

rather than fresh fish.



11

*§1INSIY ASAING 1adINOG
86 69 ve 1 S LY 8g A Ct TVLOL ONVY9
7 7 < 0 0 T 7 'S 0T Te301qng
T T T 0 0 7 7 0 T [+] 666°660% 03 000°00TS 72
1 1 7 0 0 1 0 ¥ 8 [8] 666°66% Jopun sales ‘1
BUTT AlTeidnadg ‘g
96 L9 6L 1 g 9f LS €T Z¢ 1B103qNg
sz T7 3 T v 72 ve 8 61 [sz] x12A0 8 DOO*000°1$ 'V
LT ST v 0 I 6 71 b 6 I81) 666°666¢% ©1 000°005$ *¢
9z rAA 97 0 0 ZT A T v foz] 666°66v$ 03 000°001¢ ‘2
87 L A 0 0 g ! 0 a I62] 666°66¢ Jopun sayes *|
2UTT TeISUDH VY
pauuey  Tleuys urg JIeYg  utd  IIayg urg IfOYG UL 9Z1G pue 94015 FO add]
U3 Z0Jd] ysaaq uazoly ysa.ly
paiedaig PIsSsEad0ld 10 9TOYM

POTPUEH USTd JO Wiogd

T40LS 40 IdAL ONV 3Z1S A€ (ETANVH HSId JO SWiOd

Z AT9VYL



12

V. PERCENTAGE OF STORE'S SALES BY FORM OF FISH HANDLED

(a) General Line

The proportion of ecach store's sales
derived from each type of fish carried is presented
in Table 3. When more than one store offered
the same product mix, such stores were comblned
as subgroups., A particular product's percentage
of sales in Table 3 represents the range from the
lowest to highest percentages among the stores in
the subgroup.

(al) Group l.

The reader will note that
none of the small grocery retailers with
sales under $100,000 handled any form
of fresh fish. All but one of these 29
stores, however, sold canned fish.
Overall, canned fish accounted for 39
to 100% of the respective store's
total fish sales with the exception
of the store not handling canned fish,
As a matter of fact, canned fish was
the only form of fish carried by 40% of
the retailers in this sales group. The
other 60% who carried frozen fish were
twice as likely to carry prepared

frozen fin or shell in contrast with
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whole or processed frozen fish.
(a2) Group 2.

Every general line grocery
store in sales group 2 (§100,000 -
$499,999) stocked canned fish along
with some type of prepared frozen {in
and/or shell fish. Canned fish
accounted for 28 to 76% of total fish
sales per outlet. Prepared frozen
fish ranged from a low of 4% to a
maximum of 64% of a store's fish sales.
Similar teo retailers in sales group 1,
the retailers in sales group 2 handling
frozen fish were nearly twice as
likely to handle prepared frozen fish
rather than whole or processed frozen
fish. Five of the 26 storcs carried
whole or processed fin in addition to
frozen and canned fish, Fresh fin fish
sales ranged from 7 to 27% of a store’s
total fish sales. One establishment in
this group also carried fresh shell
fish,

(a3} Group 3,
Turning to general linc

retail grocers in sales group 3
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($500,000-$999,999), we tfind 17 of the
18 stocked canned fish for 16 to 83% of
their fish sales. Sixteen of the 18
stores also carried prepared f{rozen

fin and shell fish in addition to canned
fish. Prepared frozen fish sales ranged
from | to 42% of total sales. Unlike
the stores in groups 1 and 2, the
retailers in sales group 3 were more
inclined to handle whole or processed
frozen fish along with preparcd frozen
fish. The maximum sales of whole or
processed frozen fish, howcver, was 27%
in contrast with 42% f{or prepared

frozen fish. The emergence of fresh
fish in the product mix is demonstrated
by the fact 9 of the 18 stores in group
3 (50%) sold fresh fish, whereas only
19% did so in group 2 and none stocked
fresh fish in group 1. The sales of
whole or processed fresh fin fish ranged
from 7 to 69% and from 9 to 23% for shell
fish. One retail outlet in group 3, how-
ever, stocked no other form of fish but

fin fish.
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(a4) Group 4.

The product mix of the
largest general line grocery retailers
(41,000,000 and over annual sales}
shows all 25 supermarkets in group 4
carried canned fish plus prepared
frozen fin and/or shell fish as well
as whole or processed frozen fin and/or
shell fish. Canned fish sales accounted
for 20 to 75% of the respective store's
sales; prepared frozen fish represented
2 to 38%, while whole or processed frozen
fish sales ranged from 1 to 58%. For
the first time, we have a category in
which every retailer stocked whole or
processed frozen fish along with pre-
pared frozen fish and canned fish.
Whole or processed fresh fish, moreover,
was found in 76% of the stores 1n group
4. TYour of these establishments also
handled prepared fresh fin or shell
fish.
{(a5) General Line Summary.

Before we examine the data
concerning specialty line markets in

Table 3, we shall review the trends



discerned for general linc retail
grocers. First, it is evident once more
that canned fish is the predominant form
of fish carried by gencral line grocers.
Only two firms failed to stock the item.
Among the 96 firms handling it, with the
exception of 7 retailers, sales of

canned fish represented 30 to 1005 of
their particular store's fish sales.
Second, the next most popular type of
fish is prepared frozen fish, G5Sixty-
seven of the 69 grocers with sales of
$100,000 or more per annum offcred pre-
pared frozen fish to their customcers,
whereas 14 of the 29 small grocers (sales
under $100,000) handled frozen f1sh.
Prepared frozen shell fish is offered by
fewer stores than prepared frozen fin,
although there is a tendency to handle
hoth as the stores become larger. Third,
the retail unit is morce likely to carry
whole or processed frozen fish as the
size of the store increascs, until
everyone did so among the group 4 stores.
llere, too, fewer stores had whole or

processed frezen shell than fin fish, but
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there is a tendency to offer both as
one progresses from the smallest to
largest groups of stores. Fourth,
there is a direct relationship between
the size of general line store and the
sale of fresn fish. No one in group 1
sold fresh fish; 19% had fresh fish in
group 2; 50% handled fresh fish 1in
group 3, while 76% in group 4 sold
fresh fish,
(a6) Composite Profile of General
Line Stores' Fish Sales

Another way of utilizing
the general line retail sales data in
Table 3 is to construct an average Or
typical profile of fish sales for each
group. Table 4 presents these results.

Two major inferences may he
drawn from the data in Table 4. First,
these data support the summarizations
of the trends described above. Second,
the composite of all general retailers
(column 5 of Table 4) points up the
fact that 53.5% of a typical store's
full line fisn sales would be canned

fish; all forms of frozen fish would
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account for an additional 39% of its

sales, while fresh fish would represent

7.5% of the store;s fish sales.

b. Specialty Line

Unlike the general line retailers,
group 1 specialty fish or meat markets emphasized
fresh fish. Reference to Table 3 once again
reveals that 5 of the 8 markets concentrated
solely on fresh fin and/or fresh shell fish.

Each of 3 remaining specialty shops in group 1
also emphasized fresh fin, but they carried some
form of prepared or processed frozen fish in
addition to fresh fish.

The larger size group 2 speclalty fish
or meat market's [ish sales differed substantially
from group 1's sales pattern. Every one of the
4 markets handled some variety of prepared or
processed frozen fish. Only 2 of the 4 markets,
however, had fresh fin. With the exception of
canned fish, group 2 specialty markets, conse-
quently, resembled group 3 general line rctailers
more ¢losely than group 1 specialty markets.
Among both group 1 and group 2 specialty markets,

one unit in each group carried canned fish.
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Page 1 of 3 TABLE 3

PERCENTAGE SALES BY STORE GROUPS

Percentage of Sales Ranges

Wnole or Processed vrepared
"Fresh Frozen Fresh Frozen

Type of Store Fin Shell Fin shell Fin shell Fin "Shell Canncd
A, General Line

1., Sales to

$99,999 [29]
12 Stores 100%
6 Stores 10-50% S50-90%

o otores 12-43% §-58% 41-80%

Z Stores 35-45% 57-60%

Z Stores 4-10% 2-22% 16-33% 5-24% 54-58%

1 Store 23% 29% K3 19%

I Store 30% 20% 50%

2. $100,000-
$499,999 [26]

7 Stores 2-20% 4-35% 6-43% 0-20% 28-73%
6 Stores 12-30% 12-35% 36-706%
3 Stores S-10% 12-70% 8-19% 56-064%
2 Stores 0-11% 11-19%  20-35% 45-50%
i Store b4% 350%

1 Store 18% 7% 25% 50%
1 Store 6% 21% k¥
TSTOYT 10% I5% 71%
1 Store 17% 16% 16% 51%
I 5tore ZZ% 9% 5% 115 55%
1 Stere 7% 5% 12% 12% 25% 39%
1 5Store 27 % 21% 7% 4% 1%

Source: Survey Data.
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Page 2 of 3

TABLE 3

PERCENTAGE SALES BY STORE GROUPS

Percentage of Sales Ranges

Whole or Processed Prepared
rresh Frozen Fresh Frozen
Type of Store Fin Shell Tin Snell Fin Shell Fin Shell Canned
A. General Line
(contilnued)
3. $500,000 to
$999,999 [18]

3 Stores 11-42% 190-42% 16-70%
3 Stores 2-17% 6-27% 6-18% 6-285% 25-60%
1 Store 14% 32% 9% I5%
T Store 22% 0% RS :3:4
1 Store 14% 19% 15% 48%
2 stores §-28% 5-7% 3-13% 24-25% 6O-21% 20-351%
T Store 8% % 83%
1 Store 9% 14% 42% 50%
I Store 33% I4% 23% T3 Z3%
1 Store T1% 23% 11% 8% iT%
1 Store 69% 31%
2 stores T-12% 0-16% 1-22% 1-8% 2-5% 1-B% 13-64%

X, 51,000,000

& Over [25]

7 Stores 1-13% 1-32% 3-22% 3-18% 2-34% 2-14% 20-59%
b dtores b-11% 5-40% 0=~2U% B-22% T-205 T 035
5 Stores 10-50% 1-9% 1-4% 1-75% I-18% 1-56% I5-75%
T Store 8% 1% 2% 1% 1% 14% 19% 53
1l Store 13% 8% 4% 2% 1563 5%
1 "Store 1% 1% 21% i a/%
T Stores 4-11% 1-22% 1-26% 2-16% ST-08%
1 Store 11% 26% 245 3U%
1 Store SB% I7% °hy
1l Stare 23% 5% ) 553




Page 3 of 3 TABLE 3

PERCENTAGE SALES BY STORE GROUPS

Percentage of sales Ranges

Whole or Processed Prepared
Fresh Frozen Frozen
Type of Store Fin Shell Fin Shell ~Fin Shell Canned
B. Specialty Line
1. Sales to
$99,999 [8]
% Stores 59-91% 9-41%
2 Stores 1J0%
1 Store 56% 0% 38%
1 Store 64 % 5% 10% 10% 11%
1 Store 94% 6%
2. $100,000-
$495,999 [4]
1 Store 60% 40%
1 Store 52% 7% 18% 13% 5%
1 Store 56% 33% 11%
1 Store 100%

Source: Survey Data.
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TABLE 4

COMPOSITE PROFILE OF FISH SALES FOR EACH GENERAL LINE GROUP, I[N PER CENTS

Annual Sales Groups

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 All
(29 (26 (18 (26 Groups
Type of Fish Stores) Stores) Stores) Stores) (98
Stores)
Canned Fish 73% 52% 42% 47% 53,5%
Prepared Frozen Fin Fish 15 20 14 14 15.7
Prepared Frozen Shell Fisn 4 14 13 8 9.8
Whole or Processed Frozen Fin b 5 9 12 8
Whole or Processed Frozen sShell 2 5 7 8 5.5
Wwhole or Processed Fresh Fin - 3 10 7 5
Whole or Processed Fresh Shell - 1 3 3 1.7
Prepared Fresh Fin - - 2 1 . 8
Prepared Fresn Shell - - - - -
Total Sales Percentage 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source:

Survey Data.
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VI. RETAILER'S MARKUP
Retail margins derived from the Department of
Labor's Consumer Price Index for 33 cities throughout the
United States show the retail margin for canned tuna 1s
typically 20% of the retail selling price and approximately
30% for frozen haddock, The margin for fresh f£ish ranges
from 25 to 38% of retail selling price in several recent
Sea Grant studies dealing with the marketing of fresh fish.
With these margins as guidelines, the markup figures from
our survey given in Table 5 may be more meaningful to the
reader.,
(a) Problems relating to Markup Data
Several problems were encountered in
gathering markup percentage information. First,
several retailers candidly commented they did not
know what their markup was on canned or frozen
fish. Second, some managers refused to disclose
this information, saying it was confidential.
Third, different employees were responsible for
fresh versus frozen versus canned fish in some of
the stores. When our interviewers were unable to
communicate with each individual, thc other
interviewee(s) estimated the markups for the
alternate forms of fish handled. Fourth, managers
often related a markup figure purportedly based

on the cost of goods. In reality, the figurcs repre-
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sented markup based on retail price rather than
cost. In order to confirm the markup base used,
wholesale suppliers ana chain warehouses were
contacted. Wholesalers typically listed the
cost as well as suggested retail price on their
forms. The markups given by retailers to our
interviewers were not based on cost, but generally
on tne suggested retail price. The cunaln store
warehouses which were contacted also reported
their markups werc on tne retail price base for
control purposes. Some of the chain stores’
markup data, consequently, had to be adjusted to
the retail price base waen it was evident that a
discrepancy existed.
(b} Gencral Line Markups
(bl1) Group 1.
The markup practices followed
Ly general line grocers in group 1
(sales te $99,999) are quite interesting.
Markups on canned fish ranged from 12 to
25%, altnough most small stores marked up
tiieir canned fish at 20% on retail.
Twelve of tne 16 stores handling frozen
and caaned fish, moreover, marked up
hoth types the same percentage. Such a

markup policy is simple to apply, but
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these entreprencurs failed to attain

a higher markup on frozen fish over
canned fish reflected in the national
figures. Three of the remaining firms
handling both frozen and canned fish
marked up their frozen fish higher than
canned fish, while one firm reported a
higher markup for canned fish than for
prepared frozen fin and shrimp. Two of
the proprietors in this group had no
knowledge of their markup on {ish.

(b2) Group 2,

All retailers in group 2
($100,000-$499,999 annual sales)
carried some form of whole or prepared
frozen fish and/or fresh fish along
with canned fish. That is to say, all
offered more than canned fish to their
customers. Despite the different forms
of fish handled, 13 of the 26 establish-
ments (50%) reported they marked up all
fish products an identical percentage.
Markup among these stores ranged from
18 to 25% of retail price. Twelve estab

lishments, on the other hand, marked up
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canned fish a lesser percentage than
frozen or fresh fish., Two of the
stores also marked up frozen shrimp a
lesser percentage than frozen fin fish.
A comparison of the typical markups
among the stores in group 1 with tnose
in group 2 indicates the establishments
in group 2 had a slightly higher average
markup on each type of frozen fish. The
average markup on canned fish, however,
was nearly identical between these two
groups.
(b3} Group 3

One general line grocery store
manager in group 3 ($500,000-$9499,999)
refused to discuss his markups on fish.
Among the remaining 17 firms that did
provide this information, only 3 firms
{18%) adopted a uniform percentage
markup policy. One store reported a
larger markup on canned fish than on
frozen fin and shell fish, while
another store evidentiy had a lesser
markup on fresh fish than canncd fish.
Eleven establishments, however, marked

up fresh and frozen fish a higher per-
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centage of sale price than canned
fish. Unlike some of the stores in
group 2, all establishments handling
frozen fin and shrimp marked up both
varieties the same proportion. The
typical markup on frozen fin fish 1s
somewhat higher for group 3 stores than
group 1 and group 2 stores. Conversely,
the markup on fresh fin and shrimp is
under the typical markup of group 2
stores handling fresh fish.
(b4} Group 4.

Four of the 25 general line
grocery store managers in group 4
($1,000,000 or more annual sales) said
it was contrary to their chain's corpo-
rate policy to discuss markup procedure.
Only onc of the 21 respondents utilized
a standard markup on all products. The
remaining 20 establishments had a lesser
markup on canned fish, but 55% did employ
a standard markup on all the other
varieties. Among the firm's that
varied their markup, two had a lower
markup on whale or processed frozen fish

than on prepared frozen fish,
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Another firm reversed tie pracedure
with a higher markup on prepared frozen
fish than on whele or processced trezen
fish. The average markup figures lor
aroup 1 show all forms of fresh and
frozen [1sh were typically marked up at
aprroximately 25% of retail sclling
price, with the exception of fresh
shell at 21%. A comparison with the
other general line groups indicates
tnat group 4's average markups are
fairly simitar to those in group 3 for
whole or preparcd fish., Group 4's
average markup on canned {ish, however,
is approximately 20% under that of the
gther groups.
(¢) Specialty Line Markets
5ix of the cight group 1 specialty line
fish or meat markets handled more than {resh fin
Fish. &imilar to group 1 small general line
grocery stores, two-thirds of the small specialty
line outlets utilized an identical percentage
markup on ull {ish carrled within thelr respective
stores, Two of the three larger group 2 specialty
line markets handling more than one type of fish

had a similar markup policy. Computation of
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average markups for specialty line markets is
inappropriate because s0 few markets in either
group 1 or group 2 carried the same type of fish
other than fresh fin. The average markup for
fresh fin fish by specialty line markets clearly
is nigher taan the average markup of general line
stores handling fresh fin.
(d) Recapitulation

Because of the preblems encountered in
obtaining markup infermation, it 1s difficult to
generalize from these data. One 1is intrigued,
nonetneless, by the fact so many stores reported
they marked up all types of fish, or all but
canned fish, the same proporticnal amount.
Secondly, altucugh there were substantial differ-
cnces in marhups employed among various stores,
the average markups between the different groups
were quite similar with the exception of group 1
suwall general line grocers, who tenued to mark up
their frozen fish less tinan tne other general linv
groups and grou- 4 retailers, with a lesser
average narhup on canned fi1sa. Lastly, tihe average
marwsups on fresh an. {rozen fisn reported by
retallers in Northern UOhio were sor .hat less

than tvpical markups derived {ron otacr =ourdes.,
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Page 1 of 3 TABLE 5

RETAIL MARKUP ON SELLING PRICE, IN PERCENTAGES

Type WhoTe or Preparcd Prepared
of Fresh Frozen Fresh Frozen
Stores Fin Shell Fin Shell Finm Shell Fin Shell Canned

A. Gencral Line
1. Sales to $99,999 [29)

G stores 205
1 Store 773
1 Store 352
1 Store 1723 7%
1 Store 18% 18%
3 Storcs 0% 705
i Store 30% 225
i Store 183 185 20%
1 Store 20 20 20
I Store 75 25 25
1 Store 30 30 25
1 Store 25 25
1 Store 25 20
1 Store 20 20 70
1 Store 20 70 70 70
1 Store 27 22 22 22 22
1 Store 25 25 25 25 25
2 SHtores®
Avg.darkup (23] {22.37 (CT1.5Y(22.8)(Z20.§)
2. $100,000 to $409,990T26]
4 Stores 20 20 20
1 Store 25 25 20
1 Storc 25 25 25
1 Store 28 28 25
I Store 14 I8 1% I8 18
I Store 20 20 20 20 12
1 Store 23 23 23 13 20
7 Storcs 25 25 25 75 Z5
1 Store 25 20 25 23 13
1 Storce 20 23 26 23 15
1 Store 30 30 30 30 20
i Store 25 25 25
7T stores 2° 25 Z5 70
1 Store 20 20
1 Store 21 20 20 20
1 Store 25 25 25 20
1 Store 22 22 22 EZ
T Store 30 _ Eg gg ;3
3 o 2 3 2 P
% 252;; 75 25 25 75 25
T Store 30 30U 50 30 25
AvE. -2 2130} (26,1)1023.7 {23.7){23.9)¥(21)
Markup {__(_;_,_:_J_ 2 J0,1)023.7) i .

%Don't hnow or cenlidential,
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Page 2 of 3 TABLE 5
RETAIL MARKUP ON SELLING PRICE, IN PERCENTAGLES

Type Whole or Prepared Prepared

of Fresh Frozen Fresh Frozen
Stores Fin Shell ¥in Shelil Min 3Jheil Fin Shell Canncd
3. $500,000-$999,999[18)

] Store 17 17 20
1 Store 30 30 10
1 Store 30 30 25
1 Store 25 25 25 20
1 Store 27 22 22 20
1 Store 22 22 22 20
Z Stores 25 25 P 25 20
1 Stere 25 25 25 25 25
1 Store 30 30 25
1 Store 20 25 25 25 25 25
T Store 30 28 ; 28 28 25
1 Store 30 30 30 25
i Store 20 20 20 20 20
1 Store 2 22 22 22 22 z2 22
T Store 28 28 3D 30 25 25 23
1 Store 29 25

1 Store®*

Avg.MafRup(25.6)(73.3](26){25) (25) (24.347(25)(21.5)
J. 31,000,000 § over [25]

1 Store 25 25 20
1 Store 25 25 25 1s
T Store 27 27 27 o0
1 Store 27 27 27 27 20
1 Store 2 28 28 28 15
T Storc 25 25 20 0 TH
1 Store 25 25 25 25 25 Z5 0
1 store 25 25 Z 25 25 12
1 Store 25 25 22 25 25 25 25 12
T Store 28 28 28 28 28 28 20
1 Store 25 3¢ 30 25 30 390 S
I Store 5 Z8 28 25 o5 -
1 Store 30 25 25 23 s 18
1 Store 25 25 25 25 >0
1 Store 25 25 20 20 15
1 Store 20 20 70 20 ME >0 o0
1 Store 25 2% 25 25 28 Zh8 12
1 Store 30 26 20 20 Z0 20 N0
1 Store 25 25 25 75 R U
1 Store 257725 25 25 25 g -0
5 Stores® .

Avy, Markup{ZS.ﬁ){ZJ.11(25-17{33-“}(—5-U}E351(fﬂ.l;{ia.l?fl"."

# pon't know, or Confidential.
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TABLE 5

IN PERCENTAGI:S

pe Wholc or Prepared Prepared
[ “TTeosh Frozcen E Frozen
t:mrv“ TIn Shell Fin Shell Fin Shell Fin Shell Canned
B, Speciu ity Line
T Salcs to 399,999[8})
T Store 33
T Store 30
" Storce PR
T Rtores 25 35
Y Store 30 20
T Siore 34 310 30
T Store MR 2 227 22
LTI ﬂ.lr[u]w[_’? )
2. §$loo,0nn- SUJ 999[4]
T Store 25 25 25 25
1 Store "8 28
1 Store 21 25 i
T Store 25
*  Don't know or Contidential
eureer Survey Data,
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Vil. SOURCES OF SUPPLY

The 110 retailers in this study obtuined their
fish from 24 different wholesaler sources (identified by
letters A - X 1n Table 6) as well as their own central
chain store warehouses and other retailers. Two very small
general line grocers handling canned tuna said they
actually purchased their tuna from lurvger retailers when
the latter ran specials, becausce the minimum order guantity
exceeded the inventory they wanted to carry,

The independent wholesale sources varied {rom
general line grocery wheolesalers to specialized Fish whole-
salers. All retallers were within 70 miles of the intra-
state wholesalers listed. Two wholesalers, however, werce
situated outside the state of Ohio.

The data in Table 6 clearly reflect the retailers!
procurement practices. First, since the establishments in
group 4 are primarily chain stores, their policy of
securing canned, frozen and fresh fish from their company
wareliouses is easily discernible, Second, very few retailoers
reported purchasing the same form of fish from several
sources. They appear to be totally dependent on the
vicissitudes of a single supplier as a consequence, Third,
most nonchain retailers purchase their frozen as well us
canned fish from the same source. Fourth, when purvhases
are consummated with different supplicrs, they most liheld

are bifurcated on the basis of suppliers of tresh versus
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frozen and canned fish, This is not to say, however, thuat
no one purchased processed {rozen fish from one source and
prepared frozen fish from another source. A few retailers

did so, but not many.
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TABLE 6

SOURCES OF SUPPLY

Type of Stores
and Fish

Scurces of Supply and Number of
Stores Buying From Them.

DIEJFIGHH T JJJKIE{M|INIO P RB

8]

V

Chain
AT Q-
house

gther
Retailers

A. General Line

Stores
1. Sales to §99,999

Fresh-Processed
Fresh-Prepared
Frozen-Processed
Frozen-Prepared
Canned

2.$100,000-$499,99¢9

Fresh-Processed
Fresh-Prepared
Frozen-Processed
Frozen-Prepared
Canned

3.$500,000-$999,999

Fresh-Processed
Fresh-Prepared
Frozen-Processed
Frozen-Prepared
Canned

4.41,000,000 § over

Fresh-Processed
Fresh-Prepared
Frozen-Processed
Frezen-Prepared
Canned

12

18

=
| eal—

16

== =]

==

=] =] b

=

] R R

15

3| B 2

17

L ] R

18
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TABLE 6
{Continued)
SOURCES OF SUPPLY

Type of Stores
and Fish

Sources of supply and Number of

Stores Buying From Them.

A B CIDEF GH[] JKILIMNJO[ PiOjR (S

T

Chain
ware-
house

Other
Retailers

B.Specialty Line
I.5ales to §%9,999

Fresh-Processed
Fresh-Prepared
Frozen-Processed
Frozen-Prepareu
Canned

2.$100,000-499,999

2 b=

Fresh-Processed
Fresh-Prepared
Frozen-Processed
Frozen-Prepared
Canned

pat] e
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VIII. TRENDS IN RETAILERS' EISH SALES THE PAST FIVE YEARS
Retailers were asked if their fish sales had
increased, remained the same, or declined the past five
years. They werc also asked why they thought these trends
had occurred. The data showing trends are summarized 1in
Table 7. The retailers’® explanation of these trends are
given in Table B.
{A} Trends
Beginning with Table 7, it can be seen
in the total column that more retailers reported
declines in sales of fresh, frozen and canned
fish than those who reported there was either no
change or an increase in sales. Among the groups,
however, more general line grocers in group 3
($500,000 to $999,999 annual sales) reported
increases in the sales of frozen and canned fish
than those who said their sales of these products
had declined. Similarly, more general line group
4 retailers (41,000,000 and over annual sales)
reported frozen fish sales had gone up than
those who replied their frozen fish sales had
dropped.
(B) Reasons Why
The retailers' expalantions of these
trends in Table 8 indicate expansion of a store's

offering was the primary factor for increased
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sales, especially frozen fish. The second reason
mentioned most often as ah explanation of
increased sales was the fact that fisn (especially
frozen) is still "cheaper than beef' and
“cheaper meal" (canned). The third reason given
was "more weight watcners.™
Few retailers had any explanation why
their sales trends had neither decreased nor
increased. Among those who did, however,
“pollution scare” was the reason given. That is
to say, consumers either were reluctant to eat
more fish, or sales had returned to normal after
the initial impact of eacn pollution warning.}
The decline in sales trend reported
by so many retailers also was attributed by
many to "pollution scares.' The next most
frequently given reasons were the ''higher prices™
of fresh, frozen and canned fish, as well as the
"Pope's dietary edict" waiving thc number of days
fish was recommended as a dietary item. Readers

who examine Table 8 carefully, however, will note

1 gsee J. 0. Peckham, Jr. and David Glaser, "Government
Sanctions - A New Force in the Marketplace," a special
presentation to the American Marketing Association's 2nd
Annual Midwest Marketing Research Conference, Chicago,
Illinois, March, 1972.
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that one respondent thought the Pope's edict
actually increased the consumption of canned fish
because people were no longer required to eat fish

on specific days.
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TABLE 7
TRENDS IN RETAILERS' FISH SALES
THE PAST FIVE YEARS

Number ot Stores and Trend Reported

Form of General Line Retailer Groups Speclalty

Fish 1 2 K 4 Liae¢ Total
Fresh Fish

+ Sales 0 ) 2 2 3 7
No Change 0 2 2 5 3 12
- Sales 0 2 6 13 4 25
Frozen Fish

+ Sales 4 g Gn 11# 1 27
No Change 4 6 6 8 4 28
- Sales 8 15 5 6 2 36
Canned Fish

+ Sales 4 4 G® 5 0 19
No Change 11 7 6 11 0 35
- Sales 12 15 5 g p 43

* Greater number reporting increases than declines in sales.

Source: Survey Data,
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TASLE 8
RETAILERS' EXPLANATIONS OF SALES TRENDS

Reasons Related by Retailers As Number oOf Replies for Form
Explanation of Increase in of Fisn®
Sales Trend Fresh Frozen Canned Total

Chéaper than beef 1 1
Cheaper than fresin fish

Better than fresh fish

Safer than fresh fish

Cheaper meal

Convenient Meal

Store expanded its offering
More weight watchers

Area turned black

General population growtn
Pope's Dietary Edict (eat more)
No reason given 3 1

B3| | B L

o L e
= po| raf b

o] = LAl onf i rof ] tof ] 6] ~a

o Ll ol L [N [ e [#3]

Explanation of No_ Change in

Sales Trend

Pollution Scares 1 3 4 8
No reason given 11 25 31 67

kxplanation of Decline in
Sales Trend

Follution Scares 19 24 27 70
Pope's Dietary Edict {eat less) 7 12 11 30
Higher Price 9 1{ 12 31
Undependable Supply 1

Population in Area 1
Store reduced its offering
Nag reason given 1

Lo b=

* Some respondents gave several reasons.

Source: Survey Data.
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IX. RETATLERS' PREFERENCE IN HANDLING FRESH VERSUS FROZEN
FISH
{a} Preferences

After relating their sales trends for
fresn, frozen and canned fish, retailers were
asked if they preferred handling fresh or frozen
fish. Tabulation of the responses in Table 9
shows a strong proclivity for frozen fisn.

Among the small group 1 general line
retailers (sales to $99,939), 12 reported no
preference since they carried neitiaer fresn nor
frozen fish., One respondent in this group with
frozen fish, however, said he would prefer
handling fresh fish because consumers really liked
fresih fish better than frozen fish. Among
respondents in general line groups, tiiose who
professed no preference already handled both fresn
and frozen fish. They indicated they offered
whatever the consumer wanted. The group 3 stores
{$§500,000 to $999,999 annual sales) provided the
largest number of proponents for fresh versus
frozen fish. Surprisingly, merely 30% of tne
specially markets preferred fresh fish wanile 603%
were either indifferent or preferred handling

frozen fish.
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TABLE 9

RETAILERS' PREFERENCE IN HANDLING FRESH VS. FROZEN FISH

Preferences
General Line Groups
Group Group Group Group Specialty

Form of Fish 1 2 3 4 Groups  Total
1 2 7 5 5 20
16 23 10 17 3 69

No preference 12* 1 1 3 4 21

*iHandled ¢anned only,

Survey bata,
(b) Reasons Why
The reasons given by retailers for their
preference in handling either fresh or frozen
fish are summarized in Table 10. When more than
one Teason was given by a respondent, each reason
was tallied separately. The retailers who
preferred handling fresh fish did so because
consumers generally preferred fresh fish. They
also reported consumers specifically preferred
fresh fish because it tasted better or represented
better quality. Two retailers preferred handling
fresh fish to frozen fish because it was more
profitable. Another respondent said fresh was
easier to handle than frozen fish,
Fourteen percent of the reasons why
retailers preferred handling fresh fish were
associated with ease of handling or profitability

while 86% were attributed to consumer preference,
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taste, and quality. The situation is reversed
for frozen fisi. Seventy-one percent of the
responses conceruning offering frozen fish are
essentially ease of handling responses. For
example, "easier to handle in store'" was
specifically mentioned 28 times. "No facilitjes
for fresh fish" and "less spoilage or waste" were
cdcn mentioned 14 tinpes, Similarly, suca

reasons as 'mo odor," "dependable supply™ and
"more profitable' are also retailers' preferences
ratier taan consumers' preferences. From the
consumer's point of view, “consumer's prefer
frozen" was mentioned ninc tines; "cheaper than
fresa" ten tines; "a better quality product™ five
times; and "people want convenience" was mentioncd
once,

The dichotomy among merchants handling
fresh or frozen fish is further reflected in
Table 10 in several intriguing ways. For
instance, the responses "better quality," "more
profitable,” "easier to nandle,'" and "customer's
preference" appear on bLoth lists of reasons wny
retuailers prefer handling either fresh or frozen
fish., Retailers evidently have not resolved such
1ssues as (d4) waat form of fisj is better in

quality, (b) easier tg nandle, or (c¢) more
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profitable. On this latter point, moreover,
two specialty markets specifically said there
was no profit in fresh fish, They sold it

because customers preferred fresh fish.
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Table 10
REASONS WHY RETAILERS PREFERRED FRESH OR FROZEN FISH

Number of Replies by
Each Group
Reasons Related Group Group Group Group Specialty
by Retailers 1 2 3 4 Groups Total
REASONS FOR FRESH FISH
Customers preference

for fresh 1 1 1 4 Sk 12
Better taste T Z kS
Better Quality 3 3
More protitable 2 -

kEaster to handle

than frozen 1 1
REASONS FOR FROZEN FISI

kEasier to handle 1In

store 2 10 3 19 2 28
No fracilities for

fresh 6 6 1 1 14
Less spoilage or

waste 2 4 2 ] 14
Customers preference

for frozen 4 2 3 9
Cheaper than fresh 1 5 1 3 1
Better quality

product 1 3 1 5
No odor with frozen 2 2 4
Lonsistent,

dependable supply 1 2 1 4
More profitable 2 2
People want

convenience 1 i
Feople catch

own {resh 1 1
No reason given 1 1

*Although they handled fresh fish, two specialty markets
reported there was no profit in fresh fish.

Source: Survey Data,
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X. WHAT TYPE OF BRAND NAMES APPEAR ON THE STORES' FISi
FISH PRODUCTS?
{a) Types of Brands
Because no published information was
found concerning types of brands associated with
the merchandising of fish, several gquestions in
the exploratory survey probed in this areua. The
type of brands utilized by various retailers are
categorized in Talle 11. Processors' brands are
the brand names attached to the product by the
processing companivs. Mrs, Paul's, Star Kist and
sumble Bee are examples of processor’s brands.
Store or house brands are brand names of tie
resellers. A&P's Captaiun Jonn's, Fisner-Fuzio's
iferitage House, or IGA's labels are store brands.
(b)Y Fresh Fish Brands
Fresit fish is unigue uue to the absence

of brand names. Some stores sold fresa fish fron
trays winile others offered it on a prepuackaged,
prepriced basis. Managers selllng prepacsaged,
prepriced fresh fish occasionally imsisted tneir
fresh fish carried a store brand because tne
store's reputation was belhind the product and tnc
price labels contained the store's name. Siuce
these labels are designed to convey tne prive of

the product rather than promote it, tney clearly
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are not store brands.
{(c) Frozen Fish Brands

Frozen and canned fish, on the other
hand, are heavily branded products. Turning to
frozen fish, processors' brands are more prevalent
than store brands. Morevver, where store brands
are carried, they almost always are offered along
with national brands. With the exception of the
small group 1 general line retailers and the
specialty groups, 35 to 45% of tie stores in
groups 2, 3, and 4 handled store brands as well
as processors’' brands. Another ilateresting
merchandising technique is the practice of some
stores of repackaging and prepricing larger cartons
of frozen {isi or the freeziug of unsold fresh
fish. Such frozen fish is unbranded because the
only identification it carries is the species
vof fish and tie price tag.
(d) Canned Fish Branuas

Toe patterns concerning the braands of
canned fisn are very similar to frozen {isih. No
specialty markets and only two swall group i
general line retailers, for cxample, offer store
brands. All group 2, 3, and 4 retailers witn
store braads of canned fisn dual them with

processors' bruands. Tne distiact difference in
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branding practices between frozen and canned {ish
is tihe fact unbranded frozen fish was found in
some group 3 and group 4 stores, whercas no one
handled unbranded canned fisn.
{e) Customer's srand Preference for Fresh Fisa

After the types of brauds were deter-
mined, respondents were asked wnich brand tuey
thought their custoners preferred. Their replies
in Table 12 disclose the fact some store managers
think their customers might prefer recognized
processors’ brands of fresih fisn. A lesser
number who insisted their stores' reputation and
price labels were really store brands, thougnt
their customers preferred this practice. A
majority of the respondents, however, said custoners
nad no laneling or brand preference as far as
fresin fish was coiicerned.
(f) Customer's brand Preference for Frozen and
Camned Fish

Despite the divergence of opinion
about customers' brand preference for fresh fish,
comments about customers' brand preferences for
frozen and canned fish approached unanimity.
Store managers agreed that custorers "preferred
processors' brands'" versus "exhibited no preference”

by an 11 to 1 ratio for frozen us well as canned
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fish., Np one said customers preferred store
brands of canned fish to processors? brands; and
only two thought their customers preferred store
brands of frozen fish to processors’ brands,
despite tne fact no fewer than 30% of taese
stores jn groups 2, 3, and 4 offered soaue
variety of frozen or canned fish under their own
labels.
(g) Affect of Additional Branding on Sales

The last question in the series dealing
witin brands and branding was, "Would additional
branding increase your sales?" The data in
Table 13 show that most of the retailers believe
additional branding would have no impact on the
sale of fish. Among the minority who belicve
additional hbranding would increase sales, there
is a larger proportion who believe the impact on
sales of fresn wish would be greater than on
frozen fish or canned fish. It is also interesting
to note that the respondents wno view the impact
of additional branding in a positive manner are
predominantly managers of the largest group 4

general line stores.
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XI, PROMOTIONAL PRACTICES
Promotional practices of retailers were explored
on the basis of: (a) external promotiﬁn designed to attract
customers to the store for fish, and (b) internal promotion
designed to stimulate fish sales at point of purchase - the
store.
(a) External Promotion
The promotional media utilized to bring
people to the store are recapitulated in Table 14.
The data in Table 14 show several patterns. First,
the number of stores within each group engaged in
advertising is related directly to the annual sales
of the group, that is, the larger the store in
each category, the more they advertise. Second,
the relative number of general line retailers in
cach category who advertise fresh fish is less
than the proportion who advertise frozen or
canned fish, Third, newspaper advertisements are

by far the most frequently used method and

medium,
(b) Instore Promotion

The instore promotional activities to
increase fish sales at point of purchase in Table
15 closely parallels the patterns found for
external promotion. First, most stores rely on

their stock display as their only point-of-purchase
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promotion technique. The larger the store's
sales category, however, the more it uses other
instore promotional techniques. Secondly, the
same Telative emphasis on promoting frozen or
canned fish rather than fresh fish is evident
internally as it was externally. Third, once
again more weight by far is placed on a specific
method to stimulate fish sales internally, as was
true externally. The point of purchase technique
used by 3 of 4 stores, who rely on more than just
their displays, is a combination of stock display,
price promotion, and window posters or extra

signs.
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TABLE 14

PROMOTIONAL MEDIA USED BY THE STORES
TO PROMOTE FISH HANDLED

TfPE OF STORE AND MEDIA USED

FORM OF FISH § RESPONSES

A. General Line [29]

Group 1.

'Si'ﬁg_to $99,999
Affiliated newspaper ads
None

Group 2. Sales of
IIﬂﬁ?UUUTSIgQLQQQ [26])

Affiliated group newspaper ads
Affiliated group newspaper ads and
hand bills

None

Group 3, Sales of
$500,000-3999,0999 (18]

Affiliated group newspaper ads
Own newspaper ads

Home mailers

Hand bills

None

Group 4, Sales of

SI,UBU,UUU and over [25]
Affiliated group newspaper ads
Chain newspaper ads
Newspaper ads and home mailers
Newspaper uads, home mailers § radio
Newspaper ads, radio § TV
None

B. Specialty Marketrs [12]
Newspaper and home mailers
Radio

Nonc¢

Fresh Frozen Canned
- 3 3
- 14 25
- 11 12
- 2 2

4 13 12
2 4 4
1 1 1
- 1
- 1 1
6 11 10
2 4 4
10 14 i3
1 3 3
1 1 1
- 2 2
5 1 2
1 - -
1 - .
8 7 2

Sourde:  Survey Datg



Page 1 of 2 TABLE 15
INSTORE PROMOTIONAL TECHNIQUES

TYPE OF STORE AND PROMOTTONAL FORN
OIS
TECHNIQUES UTILIZED NUMBER OF RESPSN::EE
FRESH  FROZEN CANKTG

A, General Line Retailers
Group 1. Sales to

$99, 999 129]

Extra signs and stock display - 1 b
Stock display only - 16 26
Group 2, Sales of
» 000~ 29 [26]
Extra signs § stock display - 3 3
Window posters § stock display - 2 2
Window posters, extra signs,
stock display 1 1 1
Window posters, price promotion,
stock display - 3 3
Price promotion, stock display - - 1
Stock display only 3 17 1o
Group 3. Sales of
) - ) (18]
Extra signs § stock display 2 4 3
Window posters § stock display 1 1 2
Extra signs, price promotion, .
§ stock display - 1 <
Stock display only 6 i1 11
Group 4. Sales of
$1,000,000 and Over {25]
Extra signs § stock display 3 3 ?
Window posters § stock display - 1
Window posters, extra signs, and 1
stock display 1 2
Window posters, price promotion 3
§ stock display 3 4
Extra signs, price promotion, 10
§ stock display 10 1% 1

Price promotion § stock displays
Stock displays only 2 Z
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Page 2 of 2 TABLE 15

INSTORE PROMOTIONAL TECHNIQUES

TYPE OF STORE AND PROMOTIONAL
TECHNIQUES UTILIZED

FORM OF FISH AND
NUMBER OF RESPONSES
FRESH FROZEN CANNED

B, Specialty Markets

Stock display only 10 7

Source: Survey Data.
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XII. RETAILERS' OPINIONS OF WHO BUYS FREsH, FROZEN OR
CANNED FISH AND REASONS WHY THEY DO

Because retailers are closer ta customers than
anyone else in the channel of distribution, they were asked
what types of families purchased fresh, frozen or canned fin
and shell fish as well as why customers preferred each form
of fish. Cumulative tallies of their responses are¢ con-
tained in Tables 16 and 17. Since the data in Tables la
and 17 are 50 closely related, we shall discuss the results
jointly according to type of fish purchased.

(a) Who Purchases Fresh Fish and Why

Purchasers of fresh fish are described

by retailers as (1)} older families; (2) either

of higher or lower but not middle income; (3)

Catholics; (4) Blacks, Jews or foreign-oriented

ethnic groups (Italian, Polish, Greek, Slovenian,

Serbian); (5) weight-watching, health conscious

families; or (6) possibly people who grew up near

water where tney had access to fresn fish. The

reasons why retailers believe tnese peoplc prefer

fresh fish are because the purchasers think fresh

fish either (1) tastes better or (2) is better in

quality.

(b} Who Purchases Frozen Fish and Why

Frozen fish buyers, on the other hand,

are described as (1) younger rather than older
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familiess (2) larger size families; (3} middle
to low income; (4) families.whose wives work
and/or desire convenience. Frozen fish purchasers
are also identified as "all types of families"
more often than by religious or racial background.
Frozen fish is preferred to fresh {fish, accerding
to retailers, because it is (1) more convenient
to use, that is, ready to cook or heat; (2) it
is an inexpensive meal; (3) frozen fish is easy
to store and use any time during the week; (4} a
large variety and selection is always available
at stores; and (5} some think the quality and
taste is better than fresh fish.
(¢) Who Purchases Canned Fish and Why

Terms used by retailers to describe
canned fish customers are similar to those
associated with frozen fish buyers. For
example, typical customers are identified as (1)
younger, (2} larger size, (3) low income or
welfare families, as well as (4) families whose
wives work. A preponderant number of retailers,
however, view canned fish as a standard grocery
item purchased by all types of families because
it is convenient to use and ready to eat, Many
retailers further mentioned that this was the

only way to ebtain such species as tuna, sardines,
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salmon and mackerel. Finally, several retailers
commented that people wha dislike fish (fresh or
frozen) purchase canned varieties because they

do not identify canned species as fish,
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TABLE 16

RETAILERS' OPINIONS* OF TYPE OF FAMILIES

WHO BUY FRESH, FROZEN, OR CANNED FISH

TYPE OF FAMILY AND

FORM OF FISH PURCHASED

ITS CHARACTERISTICS Fresh Frozen Canned
No family purchases the product Z 0 0
All types of families purchase

the product 3 11 46
iLarge size families 2 8 9
Middle size families 0 1 0
Small size families 3 3 0
High income families 11 0 0
Middle income families 1 6 0
Low income families 6 3 2
Welfare income families 0 0 2
Older families 23 0 0
Younger families 0 37 19
Catholics 22 4 2
Blacks 21 1 Z
Jews 16 0 0
Foreign ethnic groups
(Italian, Polish, Greek, Slovak) 9 1 0
People who grew up near water 0 0
Weight watching, health conscious

families 6 0 0
Families desiring convenience 0 2 1
Families whose wives work 0 4 4
No opinion 34 31 25

* Some retailers gave several opinions.
responses were classified into appropriate groups subse-
quently, but total more tnan 110 replies,

Source: Survey Data.

The open-end



TABLE 17
RETAILERS' OPINIONS* WHY CERTAIN FAMILIES PREFERRED
FRESH, FROZEN, OR CANNED FISH.

FORM OF FISH PURCHASED

REASONS FOR PURCHASING Fresh Frozen Canned
Think it tastes better 70 4 4
Think quality is better (fresher,

texture, moist) 27 7
Larger variety, better selection

available 2 B
Good cooks can prepare own way 2
tiealthful; diet food 1 1
Less odorx 2 5
Safer 2 4 1
Convenient in general 1 40
Convenient; ready-to-cook 67
Convenient; ready-to-eat 35
Keeps longer, easier to store 14 4
Inexpensive meal 15 5
Nondiscriminating fisn eater 1
Cnly way to get mackerel
Only way to get sardines 7
Only way to get tuna 15
Only way to get salmon 7
Necessary for salads, casseroles 3
People who dislike fish (don't

view canned as fish) 2
No opinign lé 11

¥ Several opinions were expressed by some retailers,
Totals exceed 110 replies, consequently.

Source: Survey Data.
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XII11. PROCUREMENT OF FRESH FISH BY RETAILERS

The U. S. fishermen are especially interested in
the harvesting and consumption of fresh fish because
“"foreign countries have crowded us out of {rozen and
canned."l WNith previous comments of this nature in mind
from other authoritative industry spokesmen, several
segments of the exploratory survey deal specifically with
the procurement, handling, and sale of fresh fish by
retailers. Tables 18 through 22 contain compilations of
the data regarding actual methods of ordering fresh fish;
delivery practices; species carried by retailers; and
possible effects of changes in the delivery or availability
of designated species.

(a) Ordering Fresh Fish

Beginning with Table 18, 31 of the 42

retailers selling fresh fish either contact the

wholesaler whenever they need fresa fish, or

they place their orders with the wholesalers'

salesmen who call regularly at their stores.

Table 18 furtier shows that less tnan one-nalf

of chain stores' warehouses provide fresn fish

1 Presentation of Jacob Dykstra, "National Marine
Fisheries Service Division of Market Researcin and Services
Staff Meeting and Marketing Conference,”" New Bedford,
Massacnusctts; September 12-14, 1972,
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for their retail stores that sell it. The chain
warehouses without fresii fish say it is too
perishable, too inconvenient, and too small in
sales volume to handle for their outlcts. They
prefer that their units offering fresh fish buy
it directly from local wholesalers.
(b) Delivery

Data in tne forepart of Table 19
indicate 3 of 5 retailers (60%) receive delivery
of fresh fish once a week, generally at midweek
for the weekend trade. Only 2 of 5 retailers
(40%), therefore, offer fresh fish daily. Over
60% report wholesalers make delivery within 24
hours. Ten of the 16 stores without 24 hour
delivery service are chain store units. Most
obtain fresh fish from their companys' warehouses,
usually on a weekly delivery basis.
(¢} Reaction to 24 lHour Delivery Time

Wnen the retailers handling fresh fish
were asked, 'What would be your reaction to a
24-hour delivery time?" over 60% replied tihey
already had it. An additional 24% said such
service was "not worth the trouble,”™ or "“don't
need it." Only 4 of the 42 stores expressed an
interest in the 24-hour delivery proposal. Three

of the 4 stores were chain establishments, while
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1 store was a specialty fish market. In the same
vein, nearly 80% of the retailers thought their
customers would be indiffereﬁt to a 24-hour
delivery time for fresh fish. About 20%, none-
theless, felt there would be ''good consumer
response” to a 24-hour delivery time. The
additional sales envisioned from a 24-hour
delivery time were disappointing. Nearly 80%
thought there would be no increase in sales,
while 20% said they did not know what the
increment in sales would be, if any. One
retailer, on the other hand, estimated his sales
might increase by 10% and another retailer by
25%.
(d) Species Handled

The various species of fresh fish the
retailers reported they carried are listed in
Table 20. General Line grocers and specialty
markets occasionally failed to mention some
varieties of shell fisa although they were clearly
visible. Shellfish, consequently, may be under-
represented in Table 20. Moreover, the fresh
water species in Table 20 are usually carried by
the specialty markets rather than the general
line groceTy groups.

The methods utilized by retailers in



67

determining what species to carry are shown in
Table 21. Thirty-five of the 42 retailers base
their purchases on customer preference or sales
experience. Three retailers carry whatever their
supplier or chain warehouse has available. Une
retailer uses price as his criterion. He handles
only those species of fresh fish selling under
$1.29 per pound at retail. From Table 21 it is
evident that a majority of the retailers envision
no effect on sales if they could oraer particular
species from wholesalers.
(e) Under-Utilized Species

Every one familiar with tne fishing
industry is well aware that the quantities of
popular fin and shell fish available for narvesting
are limited. Any significant increase in the
demand for these species, consequently, will
result in a proportionally greater increase in
price rather than an increase in supply harvested.
An obvious solution to this enigma is greater
utilization of the less popular species. A list
of under-utilized species, developed with the
assistance of several executives from the Office
of Sea Grant, was presented to retailers 1o
ascertain if they thought they could profitably

sell those species. The results of the interviews
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with the 42 retailers who handled some form of
fresh fish are summarized in Table 23.

Of the 13 species iisted, 50% or more
of the retailers responded they might profitably
order and sell 4 species - silver hake, mackerel,
Pacific cod, and catfish. Mackerel was the most
widely recognized specy on the list. Seventeen
of the 27 retailers who said they could handle
mackerel profitably, however, continue to view
it as a canned product. No one, on the other
hand, classified silver hake, Pacific cod, or
catfish as a canned product. Nearly all of the
favorable respondents considered Pacific cod a
frozen product, while 55 to 57% felt silver hake
would sell better in frozen form and catfish in
fresh form.

The "No" respondents consisted of
retailers who believed they could not handle the
specy profitably plus those who were unfamiliar
with the specy. Some respondents, for example,
said they knew little or nothing about pollock.
Others considered pollock a preparcd frozen fisn
used in fish sandwiches by drive-ins or by
schacls for lunch programs. Northern shrimp was
unprofitable because it was "too expensive’ or

"too small." Tanner crab was '"too expensive,"
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lacking in "eye appeal," or "'spoiled too fast."
Those who reacted negatively to Pacific cod did
so because ''the taste 1s too strong." A sub-
stantial number of interviewees had never heard
of "glue'" mussels or "Calico" scallops. Neverthe-
less, tne basic reason why most retallers would
not nandle these species was expressed in terms
of "no demand.' Until consumers were familiar
with these species and knew how to prepare them,
these retailers asserted they would not handle
them. Contributing to the di fficulty of popular-
izing under-utilized species is the negative
attitude of some of the retailers. Perhaps tnis
is best illustrated by the proprietor of a
specialty fish market who declared, "Selling

those fish is like trying to sell crap.”
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TABLE 18

METHOD OF ORDERING FRESH FISH BY RETAILERS

Retail Groups and
Number of Responses
General Line
Method of Ordering Group Group Group Group Specialty

Eresh Fish 1 2 3 4 Markets Total
A, Order from

chain's

warehouse 7 7

B, Wholesaler
calls at store

regularly 2 4 6 2 15
€. Contact

wholesaler

when needed 2 4 3 7 16

D. Combination
of above:

A G B 1 1
B g§C 2 1 3

Source: Survey Data.



TABLE 18

FACTORS CONCERNING DELIVERY OF FRESH FISH

TO RETAILERS

71

Retail Groups and
Number of Responses

General Line
Group Group Group Group Speciailty
1 3 4

Factors

2

Markets

Total

Factor A: Number
of Deliveries per
week of Fresh Fish
to Retailers:
Once a week
Twice a week
Three times a week
Four times 8 week
Daily
Factor B: Delivery
Time for Fresh Fish
from Wholesalers:
Within 24 hours
Beyond 24 hours
Factor C: Retailer's
Reaction to 24 Hour
Delivery Proposal:
"Have it already"”
"jon't need it"; ''not
worth trouble'; 'no
big deal"
"Good, if supply 1is
consistent', ''never
enough fresh"
Factor D: Retailer’'s
Opinion of Customer's
Response to 24 Hour
Delivery time:
No customer Tesponse
Good customer response
No opinion
Factor E: Additional
TJales With 24 Hour
Delivery:
No additional sales
Quite a bit (10 & 25%)
Don't know

(SRl )

LS e |

— s

[ |

a Th

FoN R A

26
16 .

20

10

Pl LT W=t -2

(KB BVIN

Source: Survey Data.
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TABLE 20

SPECIES OF FRESH FISH CARRIED BY RETAILERS

Specy Name

Number of times Mentioned by
Retailers Handling Fresh Fish

Perch
Haddock
Pike
Sole
Whiting
Oysters
gags

ed Snapper
Shrimp PP
Mullet
Cod
Pickerel
Flounder
Cat
Trout
Butterfish
Squid
Clams
Salmeon
Mackerel
Buffalo
Halibut
Hake
Pollock
Sheepshead
Ciscoes
Lobster
Smelt

30
20
12
11

i b e e = R BN NN W D BB OGO~ 000

Source: Survey Data



TABLE 21

METHODS OF DETERMINING SPECIES OF FRESH FISH

CARRIED BY RETAILERS
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Methods of Retail Groups and
Determining Number of Responses
Species Carried General Line
Reported Group Group Group Group Specialty
by Retailers 1 2 3 4 Markets Total
Customer preference 3 4 9 3 25
Past sales experience 1 3 4 8
Try different species
for 1 month 2 2
Carry whatever
supplier has 1 1 2
Take whatever chain's
warehouse has 1 1
Meat manager decides 3 3
Price - must retail
under $1.29 a 1b. 1 1
Source: Survey Data.
TABLE 22
EFFECT ON SALES IF PARTICULAR SPECIES
COULD BE ORDERED BY RETAILERS
Retail Groups and
Number of Responses
General Line
Group Group Group Group Specialty
Effect on Sales 1 2 3 4 Markets Total
No effect on sales 2 7 12 7 2
Favorable effect
on sales 1 1 5 Z Y
Uncertain 1 1 2 1 5

Source: Survey Data.
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TABLE 23
RETAILERS OPINION OF SALES POTENTIAL
OF UNDER-UTILIZED SPECIES

Could you sell protitably ---

Yes-- No

Specy Frozen Fresh Canned  No* Opinion
Silver Hake *# 13 11 - 16 2
(whiting)

Pallock 6 - - 32 4
Northern Shrimp 5 4 - 29 4
Squid 2 11 - 28 1
Mackerel ** 2 8 17 12 3
Blue Mussel - - 2 35 5
Sea Herring 6 2 10 20 4
Butterfish 2 7 - 29 3
Mullet H 11 - 26 4
Tanner (Queen) Crab 3 - 3 32 4
Calico Scallops 1 6 - 32 3
Pacific Cod ** 19 2 - 18 2
Catfish #* 9 12 - 16 5

* Respondents either had no knowledge of the specy, or
reported they would not handle 1it.

% 50% or more of the respondents said they could profitably
sell these species if supplies were adequate,

Source: Survey Data.
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XIV. PROBLEMS OF RETAILERS HANDLING FISH

(a) Handling Problems in General

The problems attributed by retailers
to the handling of all forms of fish are given
in Table 24. The results are remarkable in that
97 of the 110 retailers related the fact they had
no problems handling fish. Further, only 10 of
the 42 retailers selling fresh fisn mentioned
spoilage as a particular problem. Similarly,
despite the fact 92 of the 110 retailers stocked
some form of frozen fish, merely two retailers
put forth problems associated with frozen fish,
namely, freezer burn and thawing. Lastly,
foreign material in canned fish was given by one
retailer as a problem he had with canned fish.
(b) Handling Problems Associated With Spoilage
of Fresh Fish

Moving from the problems of nandling fish
in general to the specific effect of spoilage on
the handling of fresn fish, we have the results
in Table 25. Due to the perisnability of fresh
fish, retailers say they order minimum quantities
as needed and attempt to sell their inventory i
two to three days. As a matter of fact, two
retailers commented it was better to have 100

little than too much fresh fish on nand. Two
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retailers noted that they kept fresh fish heavily
iced to reduce spoilage, while a couple more
retailers used lemon to kill the smell.
(c) Suggestions to Prevent Spoilage of Fresh Fish
To reduce handling problems and prevent
spoilage, retailers primarily proposed fresh fisn
moved to the store faster for longer shelf life.
Several retailers proposed wholesalers either
permit smaller orders or refrigerate fresh fish
better. Rinsing fresh fish after two days;
freezing leftover fish; ceasing the use of
cardboard and plastic that dry out fish; and stop
handling fresh fish, were also suggested as means
of preventing spoilage.
(d) Problems of Selling Fresh Fish Versus Meat
The data in Table 26 show 14 of the 42
retailers had no problems in selling fresh fish
versus fresh meat. Four of the 14 "no problen”
retailers, lhowever, were specialty fish markets
handling fish only. Aside from this group, the
problems described by retailers selling botn
fresh fish and meat fall into two categories.
The first category represents handling problems.
Iin this category are such problems as the fact
fresh fish leaks or smells and must be separated

from fresh meat, especially chicken. Similarly,



fresh fish must be sold faster than meat; keeping
fish iced is messy; it is more difficult than
meat to display attractively; lights dry out
fresh fish faster than meat; and left over meat
can be sold as hamburger if pecessary, whereas
fresh fish can only be frozen. The second group
of problems are essentially sales volume oricinted.
Fear of pellution and consumer jgnorance of
nutritional value, for example, tend to depress
sales of fresh fish. fresh fish, moreover, sells
generally on Thursday or Friday, whereas meat
sells every day. Lastly, the uncertain supply or
of fresh fish in contrast with the availability

of meat tends to reduce fresh fish sales.

77
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TABLE 24

PROBLEMS OF HANDLING FISH

Retail Groups and
Number of Responses

General Line
Group Group Group Group Specialty
1 2 3

Problems 4 Markets Total
None z9 26 15 20 7 97
Spoilage of Fresh

Fish - - 1 4 5 10
Frozen fish freezer

burn - - 1 - - 1
Thawing of frozen

fish - - - 1 - 1
Foreign material

in canned fish - - 1 - - 1
Source: Survey Data

TABLE 25

EFFECT OF SPOILAGE ON THE HANDLING OF FRESH FISH AND

SUGGESTIONS TO PREVENT SPOILAGE

Number of Times

Mentioned
by Retailers

A, Effect of Spoilage on Handling
e TES ish 1n 2 or 5 days . .

Order minimum quantities as needed . . . . . .

Order less than needed; always better to

have too little . . .
Keep heavily iced . . . .
Use lemon to kiil the smell

Suggestions to prevent spoilage
et Tesh Fish to store faster for longer

shelf life .

Wholesalers should perm1t smaller orders . « . .
Keep refrigerated better . . . + « « &+ o v & o

Freeze leftover fish . . .
Rinse fish after 2 days . .

Stop using cardboard and plastlc whlch dry

out fish . . . . .

- -

Stop handliing fresh flSh e h e s e e e e e e

3
8

2
2
2

S I SRR L S B |

[——

Source: bSurvey Data.
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PROBLEMS OF SELLING FRESH FISH VERSUS FRESH MEAT

TABLE 26
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Praoblems

Retall Groups § Number of Responses

General Line

Group Group Group Specialty

2

3

4

Markets

Total

No Proble

ms

2

b

4

14

Fresh fish leaks,smells

1

2
2

T

7

Must sepa
chicken e
and meat

rate from
specially,

lMessy ice for fish but

net for meat

Lights dry out {ish

mere titan

meat

Teftgver meat put into
hamburger, not so fish

Harder th
display a

an meat to
ttractively

Must sell
than meat

faster

Low sales
and nutri

ignorance

[pollution
tonal

]

2]

Fish sells best Thursday,

Friday; meat every day

r2

Uncertaln supply cuts
sales, not so for meat

Source:

Survey Data.
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XV. SUGGESTIONS TO IMPROVE SALES OF FRESH FISH
Concluding discussion of the exploratory survey
among retailers in Northern Ohio are suggestions they
offered to increase the sale of fresh fish., In many
respects this may be the most important contribution of
the survey, since fresh fish may represent the product
form of the future for the domestic fishing industry, as
described heretofore. The suggestions are presented in
tabular form under appropriate headings. The number of
retailers suggesting each proposal is shown in brackets.
A. Advertising
1. A consumer education campaign should
be launched at the national level. The
campaign should convey the healthful
characteristics of fish, its good
qualities, its advantages over meat,
and how to prepare fresh fish correctly.
[N=29]
2. Federal and local authorities should
cease scaring the public periodically
with their pollution proclamations.
[N=7]
3. There should be more advertising of
fresh fish {primarily warm weather spccies)
in winter to reduce the seasonal decline
of fresh fish sales. [N=1]
4. Small retail outlets should develop
means to engage in advertising effectively.
[N=1]
B. Display
1. First class, separate displays should
be utilized within stores to promote tie
sale of fresh fish. iN-10)

2. Make the instore displays of fresh



fish more appealing by showing fresh
fish whole on ice, decorating it with
green vegetables, and so forth.

[N=4]

C. Processing

1. Develop a method of prolonging the
shelf life and reduce the perishability
of fresh fish. [N=5]

2. Develop a method of reducing the
odor of fresh f{ish, [4=3]

3, Offer move prepared fresh fish
and shell fish in the stores,
[3=3]

4, Develop packaging which prolongs
the life of fresh fish and serves as
an attractive container to increase

sales., [N=1)

D. Pricing

1. Adopt more efficient procedures

to lower the unrealistically high

price of fresh fin and shell fish,
[N=29]

2. Adopt a more flexible pricing

policy to get higher prices for

better quality of a given specy.
[R=2]

E. Other

1. Provide a more consistent supply
of fresh fin and shell fish by more
effectively coordinating the flow of
fresh fish from the various coasts

seasonally at a reasonable price.
[(N=9]

2. Institute a policy of compulsory
grading so people will know what

they buy and have assurance of stated
quality. Imported products should also
be required to meet domestic grade
levels or be identified conspicucusly
as ungraded fish. [N=3]
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3. Clean up pollution and stop
frightening people when the effects
of various mercury levels on health
are not really known, - [N=3]



